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fact, lead poisoning is the No. 1 envi-
ronmental health threat to children in 
the United States. 

Even low levels of lead exposure can 
have serious developmental con-
sequences, including reductions in IQ 
and attention span, reading and learn-
ing disabilities, hyperactivity and be-
havioral problems. The Centers for Dis-
ease Control and Prevention currently 
estimates that 890,000 children, age 1 
through 5, have blood levels of lead 
that are high enough to affect their 
ability to learn—nearly a million chil-
dren. 

Today, the major lead poisoning 
threat to children is posed by paint 
that has deteriorated. Contrary to pop-
ular belief, it is the dust from deterio-
rating or disturbed paint, rather than 
paint chips, that is the primary source 
of lead poisoning. Unfortunately, it is 
all too common for older homes to con-
tain lead-based paint, particularly if 
they were built before 1978. More than 
half of the entire housing stock and 
three-quarters of homes built before 
1978, contain some lead-based paint. 
Paint manufactured prior to the resi-
dential lead paint ban often remains 
safely contained and unexposed for dec-
ades. But over time, often through re-
modeling or normal wear and tear, the 
paint can become exposed, contami-
nating the home with dangerous lead 
dust. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia is recognized. 

f 

PRESIDENTIAL AND SENATORIAL 
COMMISSION ON NUCLEAR TEST-
ING TREATY 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ad-
dress the Senate today with regard to a 
bill that I am introducing which pro-
vides for the establishment of a com-
mission to be known as the Presi-
dential and Senatorial Commission on 
a Nuclear Testing Treaty. 

On October 15, shortly after the his-
toric debate in the Senate and the vote 
taken on the Comprehensive Test Ban 
Treaty, I addressed the Senate, sug-
gesting that the President and the Sen-
ate explore options by which a commis-
sion could be appointed for the purpose 
of assessing issues relating to testing 
of nuclear weapons, and the possibility 
of crafting a treaty that would meet 
the security interests of our Nation, 
while enabling America to once again 
resume the lead in arms control. 

Following the historic debate and 
vote, I voted against that treaty, and I 
would vote again tomorrow against 
that treaty, and the day after, and the 
day after that. I say that not in any de-
fiant way, but simply, after three hear-
ings of the Armed Services Committee 
and one of the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee, after very careful analysis, 
after hours of discussion with my col-
leagues, after participating in the de-
bate, it was clear to me that the record 
did not exist to gain my support nor, 
indeed, the support of two-thirds ma-
jority of the Senate. 

It is my view that the Senate and the 
President will join together to provide 
bipartisan leadership to determine, in a 
collaborative way, how to dispel much 
of the confusion in the world about 
why this Senate failed to ratify the 
treaty, to explain what the options are 
now, and to show that we are analyzing 
all of the other possibilities relating to 
a nuclear testing treaty. This, hope-
fully, will dispel such confusion. Much 
of that confusion is based on mis-
conceptions and wrong information. 
But we can overcome that. 

We must explain that this Govern-
ment has coequal branches—the execu-
tive, headed by the President; and the 
legislative, represented by the Con-
gress—and how our Constitution en-
trusts to this body, the Senate, sole au-
thority to give advice and consent. 
This body exercised that obligation, I 
think, in a fair and objective manner. 
But we are where we are. 

My bill is somewhat unique, Mr. 
President. I call for a commission with 
a total of 12 members—6 to be ap-
pointed by the majority leader of the 
Senate; 6 to be appointed by the distin-
guished Democratic leader of the Sen-
ate, with coequal responsibility be-
tween two members to be designated as 
cochairmen. I did that purposely to 
emphasize the need for bipartisanship. 
We, the Senate, will not ratify the 
treaty unless there are 67 votes in the 
affirmative. This last vote was 19 votes 
short—votes cast by individuals of this 
body of clear conscience. That signifi-
cant margin of 19 votes, in my judg-
ment, can only be overcome through a 
bipartisan effort to devise a nuclear 
testing treaty seen clearly as in our 
national interests. 

The cochairmen will be appointed— 
first, one by the distinguished majority 
leader of the Senate, and the second by 
the President, in consultation, of 
course, with the distinguished minor-
ity leader. That brings the President 
well into the equation. He will un-
doubtedly be in consultation with the 
distinguished minority leader through-
out the series of appointments by the 
minority leader. 

This commission can have no more 
than two Members of the Senate ap-
pointed by the majority leader, and no 
more than two Members of the Senate, 
if he so desires, appointed by the mi-
nority leader. Therefore, up to four 
Senators could participate. But the 
balance of the 12—eight members—will 
be drawn from individuals who have 
spent perhaps as much as a lifetime ex-
amining the complexity of issues sur-
rounding nuclear weapons, the com-
plexity of the issues surrounding all 
types of treaties, agreements, and un-
derstandings relating to nonprolifera-
tion. 

We saw them come forward in this 
debate—individuals such as former 
Secretaries of Defense, former Secre-
taries of State, men and women of hon-
est, good intention, with honest dif-
ferences of opinion, and those dif-
ferences have to be bridged. By includ-

ing eight individuals not in the Senate 
along with four Senators—if it is the 
will of the leaders—we can lift this 
issue out of the cauldron of politics. We 
can show the world that we are making 
a conscientious effort to act in a bipar-
tisan manner. The experts the majority 
leader and the ones the minority lead-
er, in consultation with the President, 
would pick will be known to the 
world—former Secretaries of Defense of 
this Nation, former Secretaries of 
State, former National Laboratory Di-
rectors, individuals whose collective 
experience in this would add up to hun-
dreds of years. In that way, I believe 
we will bring credibility to this process 
and will result in this commission 
being able to render valuable advice 
and recommendations to the Senate 
and the President at the end of their 
work. 

Several years ago, I was privileged to 
be the Ranking Member of the Senate 
Select Committee on Intelligence. 
There was a great deal of concern in 
the Senate toward the Central Intel-
ligence Agency and how it was oper-
ating at that time. As a matter of fact, 
some of our most distinguished Mem-
bers—one indeed I remember clearly— 
called for the abolishment of the CIA. 
This individual was extremely dis-
turbed with the manner in which they 
were conducting business. 

I took it upon myself at that time to 
introduce in the Senate legislation 
calling for the establishment of a com-
mission to make an overall study of 
our intelligence and to make rec-
ommendations to the President and the 
Congress. Congress adopted the legisla-
tion I introduced and it was enacted 
into law. 

The first chairman of that commis-
sion was Les Aspin, former Secretary 
of Defense, who, unfortunately, had an 
untimely death. He was succeeded by 
Harold Brown, former Secretary of De-
fense and former Secretary of the Air 
Force, who I knew well. I served with 
him. Our former colleague, Senator 
Rudman, was also closely involved. I 
was privileged to be on that commis-
sion. It did its work. It came up with 
recommendations. The intelligence 
community accepted those rec-
ommendations. The CIA survived and 
today flourishes. 

I have given the outline of the com-
mission I am proposing today. Let me 
briefly refer to the basic charge given 
the commission and the work they 
should perform. 

Duties of the commission: It shall be 
the duty of the commission, (1) to de-
termine under what circumstances the 
nuclear testing treaty would be in the 
national security interests of our Na-
tion; (2) to determine how a nuclear 
testing treaty would relate to the secu-
rity interests of other nations. I was 
motivated to do this because of the 
misunderstanding about the important 
and decisive action taken by this body. 

(3) To determine provisions essential 
to a nuclear testing treaty such that 
that treaty would be in the national se-
curity interests of the United States; 
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(4) to determine whether a nuclear 
testing treaty would achieve the non-
proliferation and arms control objec-
tives of our Nation. 

The bill includes a number of other 
recitations and other important provi-
sions. 

We deal with the question of 
verification. We deal with the question 
of the science-based stockpile steward-
ship program, now being monitored and 
more fully developed by the Depart-
ment of Energy. 

All of this is carefully covered in this 
legislation I make to this body tonight. 

This is one Senator who believed he 
had an obligation to confer with his 
colleagues about this important mat-
ter. I believe it is important that this 
legislation be laid down as a starting 
point. It may well be that other col-
leagues have better ideas. I take abso-
lutely no pride of authorship in this ef-
fort. Perhaps others can contribute 
ideas as to how this legislative pro-
posal might be amended. 

Eventually, collectively, I hope we 
can work with our leadership in estab-
lishing some type of commission so the 
consideration of a nuclear testing trea-
ty can go foward and people around the 
globe will have a better understanding 
of our efforts to achieve a more secure 
world. 

I went back to do a little research 
which proved quite interesting. We 
have heard so many times in this 
Chamber that politics should stop at 
the water’s edge. I was reminded of this 
as I was privileged, along with many 
others in this Chamber, to attend the 
presentation to the former President of 
the United States, Gerald R. Ford, and 
his lovely wife, Mrs. Betty Ford, the 
Congressional Gold Medal. 

I took down some notes from Presi-
dent Ford’s wonderful speech. I had the 
privilege of serving under President 
Ford as Secretary of the Navy and, in-
deed, Chairman of the Bicentennial. I 
have great respect for him. 

He talked about Senator Vandenberg 
and how Senator Vandenberg was an 
absolute, well-known conservative. Yet 
it was Senator Vandenberg’s leadership 
that got the Marshall Program through 
the Senate of the United States. The 
Marshall Program was a landmark 
piece of legislation initiated by Presi-
dent Truman. Indeed, in some of the 
accounts of history, some people said it 
should be called the Truman Plan. But 
Truman said ‘‘Oh, no, don’t name it 
after me because the Congress won’t 
accept it; name it after George Mar-
shall’’—showing the marvelous char-
acter of the wonderful President. 

President Ford also talked about 
Everett Dirksen. He said: 

The executive branch and the legislative 
branch worked with him arm in arm on rela-
tionships that were important between this 
country and the rest of the world. 

Those are Ford’s words. 
Bipartisanship helped get the Mar-

shall Plan through and enabled this 
country to show strength in the face of 
the cold war period. 

That is history, ladies and gen-
tleman. 

I don’t suggest in any way that I am 
making history here tonight. But I 
think it is very important that other 
Senators take time to look at this and 
contribute their own ideas. It will re-
quire a significant measure of biparti-
sanship to achieve the objectives of the 
commission I am proposing. Let’s see 
what we can do to work with our lead-
ership and go forward. 

The events of history are interesting. 
Senator Vandenberg, chairman of the 
Foreign Relations Committee, in 1948, 
thought Tom Dewey was going to win 
the Presidency. He wrote into the Re-
publican platform the following phrase. 
I quote him: 

We shall invite the minority party to join 
us under the next Republican administration 
in stopping partisan politics at the water’s 
edge. 

As it turned out, Truman won that 
historic election. And what did Van-
denberg do but go on and work with 
President Truman in the spirit of that 
statement that he put into the Repub-
lican platform, and the first landmark 
that the two achieved was the Marshall 
Plan. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
f 

THE LATE CHARLES E. SIMONS, 
JR., SENIOR UNITED STATES 
DISTRICT JUDGE 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, it 
gives me no pleasure to rise today and 
seek recognition, for it is to carry out 
a very sad task, which is to mark the 
passing of one of my longest and clos-
est friends, Judge Charles E. Simons, 
Jr. of Aiken, South Carolina. 

Judge Simons has served with dis-
tinction as a Federal District Court 
Judge for the District of South Caro-
lina since his confirmation in 1964. It 
was my pleasure to recommend this 
talented and bright man to President 
Johnson, and everyone who monitors 
the Federal Bench has been impressed 
with the skill and insight in which 
Judge Simons adjudicated cases. His 
reputation is that of being a tough, but 
fair, judge whose impartiality is above 
reproach and whose commitment to 
the rule of law is well known. The re-
spect and admiration of the legal com-
munity for Judge Simons is evidenced 
by the fact that the Federal Court-
house on Park Avenue in Aiken was 
dedicated in his honor in 1987. Cer-
tainly a fitting tribute to a man who 
dedicated thirty-five years of his life to 
the Federal Bench and had served as 
the Chief Judge of the District Court 
for six years. 

I must confess that Charles Simons 
was well known to me before I ad-
vanced his name to the President, for 
he and I had been law partners in 
Aiken, South Carolina for many years. 
He was such an able and intelligent 
man, he was a great asset to our prac-
tice. In 1954, we had to end our partner-
ship because of my election to the 
United States Senate, but Charles Si-

mons continued to prosper as an attor-
ney, earning a well deserved reputation 
as an outstanding general practice law-
yer. 

While Charles Simons loved his work 
and the law, it was not an all con-
suming passion, and he enjoyed many 
other activities outside the courtroom. 
South Carolina is a beautiful state, and 
its citizens eagerly engage in activities 
that allow them to spend as much time 
as possible outside enjoying the nat-
ural beauty of the Palmetto State. For 
Charles Simons, these activities in-
cluded golf, hunting, and fishing, each 
which he pursued with an unflagging 
enthusiasm. These pursuits not only 
allowed him a temporary reprieve from 
the weighty responsibilities of the du-
ties of a Federal District Court Judge, 
but they also allowed him to spend 
time with his friends. 

One of the things that bonds friend-
ships is shared interests, and both 
Charles and I had a shared interest in 
physical fitness. He remained a fit and 
active man right up until July of this 
year when he suffered brain damage as 
a result of a fall. Sadly, surgery did not 
return Charles to his previous health 
and he began a decline that resulted in 
his death yesterday at the age of 
eighty-three. Though his passing was 
not entirely unexpected, it still is a 
blow to his family and friends and to 
the South Carolina legal community. 

While many mourn the death of 
Charles Simons, we should take the op-
portunity to be certain we celebrate 
his life and accomplishments. He 
served the nation in a time of war, he 
was an accomplished attorney, a re-
spected judge, and a devoted family 
man. He leaves a body of work that 
stands as case law and he has set a 
standard for other public servants to 
follow. All these accomplishments are 
even more impressive when one con-
siders Charles’ humble beginnings and 
the fact that he accomplished all he did 
through hard work, determination, and 
intelligence. 

I am deeply saddened to have lost 
such a good friend and I share the grief 
of the Simons’ family. They have my 
deepest sympathies and my heartfelt 
condolences on the death of Charles. 

f 

REPORT ON CONFERENCE FOR 
LABOR-HHS APPROPRIATIONS 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, a few 
moments ago, a conference on the ap-
propriations bill for Labor, Health and 
Human Services, and Education was 
completed. It was a rather unusual pro-
cedure because the conference report 
was incorporated into the conference of 
the District of Columbia appropria-
tions bill. That arose in light of the 
fact the House of Representatives had 
not passed a bill on Labor, Health and 
Human Services, and Education—an 
appropriations bill for those three de-
partments, but the Senate did. 

The procedure was adopted to have 
an informal conference with Senator 
HARKIN, ranking member of the sub-
committee, and myself representing 
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